
United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
www.uspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 



FILING DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



10/612,612 



07/02/2003 



Marvin Ruffin 



26565 7590 07/13/2006 

MAYER, BROWN, ROWE & MAW LLP 
P.O. BOX 2828 
CHICAGO, IL 60690-2828 



03120057 



4756 



EXAMINER 



MAY, ROBERT J 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



2875 



DATE MAILED: 07/13/2006 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 



\sTTICe MCuUil OUrnfJiaFy 


Application No. 

10/612,612 


Applicant(s) 
RUFFIN ETAL 


Examiner 

Robert May 


Art Unit 

2875 





-- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 

WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)M This action is non-final. 
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Application Papers 
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Art Unit: 2875 

DETAILED ACTION 

This action is a supplemental action in response to the applicant's 
telephone inquiry on 22 May 2006 regarding the disposition of Claim 22. New art 
has been discovered and cited in this action which reads on claims that were 
indicated as allowable in the previous office action, therefore the finality of the 
action dated 5 May 2006 has been withdrawn. The new basis of rejection 
follows. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 1 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: "the 
horizontal plane" lacks antecedent basis. 

Claim 12 is objected to because on line 2 "some" should be replaced by - 

a--. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Drawings 

The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1.83(a). The drawings must 
show every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the 
"facets" as required by Claim 10 must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from 
the claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are 
required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. 
Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
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appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is 
being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not 
be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate 
figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the 
remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the 
brief description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional 
replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining 
figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must 
be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the 
next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 



(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or 
(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before 
the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under 
the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
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Claims 13, and 15-17, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Dietz (US Pat 2,293,597). 

Regarding Claim 13, Dietz discloses in Figure 2 a reflector 12 with a semi- 
cylindrical front surface (25), a back surface with an indentation or channel (11), 
a top and bottom reflecting angled and curved surface 12 (Pg 1, Lines 55-57), 
which are shown to be quadrilaterally symmetrical to each other in Figure 2. 

Regarding Claim 15, Dietz discloses a lens 10, which magnifies light. 

Regarding Claim 16, Dietz discloses in Figure 2, the reflective surfaces 
being angled which create internal reflection to the channel. 

Regarding Claim 17, Dietz discloses the reflecting surfaces coated with a 
silvering solution, which is inherently specularly reflective (Pg 1 Line 55). 

Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Marshall (US Pat 6,547,423). Marshall discloses in Figure 5 an LED reflecting 
lens having a curved front surface 1 1 , a back surface 8 in proximity to a light 
source, a top and bottom reflecting surface each divided into two symmetrical 
quadrants (being rotationally symmetrical when lens is laid upon it's side it has a 
top and bottom surface-Abstract). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
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be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claims 1-3, 6, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Marshall in view of Muraki. 

Regarding Claim 1, Marshall discloses in Figure 5 a planar substrate with 
a top and opposite bottom side with a light emitting device located on the top 
surface of the planar substrate, a reflecting lens having a curved front surface 11, 
a back surface 8 in proximity to a light source, a top and bottom reflecting surface 
each divided into two symmetrical quadrants (being rotationally symmetrical 
when lens is laid upon it's side it has a top and bottom surface-Abstract). 
Marshall fails to disclose the curved front surface as being semi-cylindrical. 
Muraki discloses in Figure 2b, a light emitting diode array where a lens has an 
elongated semi-cylindrical front surface 5 in order to accommodate a linear LED 
array for display devices (Col 1, line 11). Therefore it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
front surface of Marshall with the semi-cylindrical front surface of Muraki so that 
the lens can accommodate a linear LED array for a display device. 

Regarding Claim 2, Marshall discloses the lens as being made from 
plastic (Col 5, lines 17-19). 

Regarding Claim 3, Marshall discloses the light emitting device as being a 
light emitting diode (Abstract). 
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Regarding Claim 6, Marshall discloses the bottom reflecting surface has 
angled such to create total internal reflection occurs as shown in Figure 5. 

Regarding Claim 11, Marshall discloses a lens (collimator lens) formed 
within the reflector to focus the beams (Abstract). 

Claim 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Marshall and Muraki as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Suckow. 
Marshall fails to disclose the top and bottom reflecting surfaces as having a 
specular reflective layer, however, Suckow discloses in Figure 1A a light emitting 
diode light collimating apparatus having a plastic reflector where the reflective 
surface has a coating such as sputtered aluminum or chrome (Col 5, lines 17-22) 
which is suitable for providing a reflective surface on a plastic material. 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the top and bottom reflecting surfaces with the 
sprayed aluminum or chrome layer of Suckow so that a reflective surface is 
provided on the surface. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Marshall and Muraki as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Lewin 
(US Pat 4,081,667). Marshall fails to disclose the top and bottom portions having 
facets, however Lewin discloses in Figure 1 a reflector 12 with a faceted type 
reflector on the top and bottom reflectors (two sides when the module is laid on 
its side) so that the reflector acts as a Fresnel type reflector to direct the light in 
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the intended direction (Col 2, lines 40-43). Therefore it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
top and bottom reflector surfaces of Marshall with the facets of Lewin so that the 
reflector can act as a Fresnel type reflector to direct the light in the intended 
direction. 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Marshall and Muraki as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Singer. 
Marshall fails to disclose a heat sink coupled to the planar substrate, however, 
Singer discloses in Figure 1, an LED module having a planar substrate 18 where 
a heat sink 14 is coupled to the planar substrate to draw heat away from the light 
source (Col 3, line 1). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the planar substrate 
of Marshall with the heat sink of Singer in order to draw the heat away from the 
light source. 

Claim 20 is Dietz. Dietz does not explicitly disclose a face on the 
reflecting surface (12) but it is generally obvious to one of ordinary skill to modify 
the angled curved surfaces (12) to have a faceted angled surface for a reflecting 
surface in order to direct the light in particular direction, which is notoriously 
known in the art. Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to modify the reflecting surfaces (12) of Dietz with faceted surfaces in order to 
direct the light in a particular direction. 
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Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dietz in view of Morton (US Pat 3,883,731). Dietz discloses all of the claimed 
features of 13, but does not disclose an evaporated aluminum on the reflecting 
surfaces (12). However, Morton discloses depositing an aluminum coating on a 
surface in order to make it reflective. Therefore, it would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to coat the reflective surfaces of Dietz with an Aluminum 
coating in order to make it reflective. 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dietz in view of Colbert (US Pat 2,390,424). Dietz discloses all of the claimed 
features of 13, but does not disclose a chromium layer added to the reflecting 
surfaces (12). However, Colbert discloses depositing a chromium layer on a 
reflective surface in order to make it reflective, hard, and scratch resistant (Pg 4, 
Lines 66-68). Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
coat the reflective surfaces of Dietz with a Chromium layer in order to make it 
reflective and scratch resistant. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 22 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant's arguments with regard to Claim 13 filed 1 February 2006 have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. The applicant asserts that the 
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reference Dietz does not reflect the light in a substantially horizontal plane 
because Dietz discloses an imaging device as opposed to what the applicant is 
claiming being a non-imaging device, which is central to the effective function of 
the invention. However, Dietz does disclose structure of the reflectors that can 
emit the light in a horizontal plane albeit towards the light channel. 

In response to applicants argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant 
relies (i.e., reflecting surfaces that are distinct geometrically from the body 10) 
are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in 
light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the 
claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 5, 12, 14 & 21 objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

In regard to Claims 5 and 14, the prior art does not teach or suggest a 
reflector with a toroidal lens on the semi-cylindrical front surface. 

In regard to Claim 12 and 21 , the prior art does not teach or suggest an 
aperture covering or installed on a part of the semi-cylindrical front surface. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Robert May whose telephone number is (571) 
272-5919. The examiner can normally be reached between 9 am- 5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Sandra O'Shea can be reached on (571) 272-2378. The 
fax number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
is (571) 273-8300 for all communications. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval PAIR system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 1} 



RM 




lupervisory Patent Examiner 
Technology Center 2800 



6/28/06 



